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All participants (applicant, applicant's representative. PTO personnel): 



(1) William H. Mayo III . 

(2) Linda Hodges . 



(4) 



Date of Interview: 10 September 2003 . 



Type: a)D Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)[x] Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)E3 applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)[x] No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: all of the claims (ie 1-22) . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Sato et al (Pat Num 5, 733, 677), Sato et al (Pat Num 5.171, 166), Yamaguchi (Pat 
Num 5,975,950) . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)[x] was reached. g)Q was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 71 3.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
FORM, WICHEVER IS LATER, TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See 
Summary of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 
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Nummary of Record of Interview Requiren^ 



Manua , o, Patent Examine P-e-.e .MPEP, Sec- J^ t0 an apP „ ca „ 0 * >e - reco, in «- 

TMe 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1 .1 33 Interviews 

Paragraph (b) , . , nresented at the interview as 

— .-.^SaS^sar^. 

incomplete through the failure to record the substance of interviews^ substan ce of an interview of record in the application file, unless 

interview by checking the appropriate boxes and filling in the ^ 9 Qf patenl Examimng Pr0C edure. or pointing 

eq rements for which interview reccrdat.on ,s ^'^P^X Eluded from the interview recordation procedures below. Where the 
out typographical errors or unreadable script in Office act, ons or » h * ™* » e nQ , e lnterview Summ ary Record is required, 
substance of an interview is completely recorded in an Exammer ^ A t me p n a d n m ^ n ' 0 ° L P ed ln the rig ht hand portion of the file, and listed on the 
SUbStan T l interview Summary Form shall be given an appropriate Paper No. placed m the j,^ ^ ^ ^ g( (he 

"Contents' section of the file wrapper In a personal * ™" ed 10 the a PP licant ' s correspondence address 

con elusion of the interview. In the case of a ^^^^S^^^ the examiner is not likely before an allowance or ,f other 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 
_ Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

substance of the interview. 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

the examiner 

w , ar , ejected to careM, rev.ew the ap p„can, s record of the substance of an interview If the record ,s no, complete and 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 09/989,145 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The attorney of record stated what she felt were the differences 
between the prior art references and the claimed invention. Specifically, the attorney of record argued that the primary 
reference Sato (677) didn't actually teach the method of inserting the inner terminal into the dielectric prior to 
connecting the inner terminal to the inner conductor of the coaxial cable. While the examiner and the attorney 
disagreed on independent claims 1 & 22, the argument with respect to claim 12 is valid. Therefore, the examiner 
stated to the attorney of record that the rejection of claim 12 would be withdrawn. The attorney of record stated that an 
amendment would be submitted to further define the claimed invention . 



